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FI NAL ORDER

On Septenber 17, 1999, Robert E. Lee Jones, Jr. ("M.
Jones" or "Conplainant”) filed with the State Corporation
Comm ssion ("Comm ssion") a petition seeking relief against MI
Tel econmuni cati ons Corporation ("MCI") and the Virginia
Departnment of Corrections ("DOC') concerning the rates charged
to consuners for collect toll calls placed by i nmates on pre-
subscribed institutional tel ephones at DOC facilities (the
"I nmat e Tel ephone Systent or "ITS'). M. Jones is an inmate at
a DOC facility.

By Prelimnary Order of February 4, 2000, the Conm ssion
docketed this matter and consolidated it with a second, simlar
conpl aint against MCl, treating the two filings as fornal

conpl ai nts agai nst MCI WORLDCOM Networ k Services of Virginia,


http://www.state.va.us/scc/contact.htm#General

Inc.,! pursuant to Rule 5:6 of the Commission's Rules of Practice

and Procedure ("Procedural Rules").? W directed MO WORLDCOM
and invited DOC to respond to the conplaints and permtted the

conpl ainants to file a reply.?

1 Upon the merger of the MCI and WORLDCOM parent conpani es, MCl

Tel ecomruni cati ons Corporation of Virginia, which has on file with the

Conmi ssion a "Maxi mum Security Collect" tariff for collect calls from

pri sons, becane MCI WORLDCOM Network Services of Virginia, Inc. The
conpany's certificate to provide interexchange tel econmunications services in
Virginia was reissued in its new name on January 20, 2000, in Case No.
PUC990220. Accordingly, in our Prelimnary Order the Comm ssion deened these
conplaints as filed agai nst MCI WORLDCOM Net work Services of Virginia, Inc.,
and we instituted this proceedi ng agai nst that conpany.

Anot her MCI WORLDCOM conpany, MClI WORLDCOM Communi cati ons of Virginia,
Inc., obtained an interexchange certificate on July 12, 2000, in Case
PUC000120. This conpany nmade a tariff filing on Septenber 1, 2000. The
tariff filing states, anobng other things, that although M
Tel ecomruni cati ons Corporation of Virginia became MCI WORLDCOM Net wor k
Services of Virginia, Inc., upon the MCI WORLDCOM nerger, the retail services
of the former MCI Tel econmuni cations Corporation of Virginia "such as the
VDOC contract” were "transferred" to MCI WORLDCOM Contmuni cati ons of Virginia,
I nc.

There had been no claimin the initial pleadings filed in this matter
by MCI Tel ecommuni cati ons Corporation of Virginia, Inc.'s successor, MI
WORLDCOM Net wor k Services of Virginia, Inc., that it was not the proper
corporate entity before the Conm ssion. Neverthel ess, we substituted M
WORLDCOM Commruni cations of Virginia, Inc., for MC WORLDCOM Network Services
of Virginia, Inc., inasmuch as it is that corporate entity providing the
service that is the subject of the conplaints raised.

As used in this Oder, "MZ WORLDCOM' or "the Conpany" will describe
both MCI WORLDCOM Communi cations of Virginia, Inc., and, in reference to
previous filings in these proceedi ngs, MCI WORLDCOM Network Services of
Virginia, Inc.

2 5 VAC 5-10-310. The Procedural Rules were amended and recodified at
5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq. effective June 1, 2001.

3 The second, simlar conplaint against MCl was filed on December 21, 1999, by
Jeffrey D. Barnes, another inmte at a DOC facility. Barnes's conplaint was
docket ed as Case No. PUC990246. The Comnmi ssion disnissed this conplaint by
Order entered on May 7, 2001, after M. Barnes failed to prosecute his claim



By our Order on Modtions of April 25, 2000, we denied
notions to dismss filed by DOC and MCI WORLDCOM on March 29,
2000, and March 30, 2000, respectively. W permtted themto
file supplenmental responsive pleadings and afforded the
conpl ai nants the opportunity to reply.

Citizens United for Rehabilitation of Errants-Virginia
("Virginia CURE") also filed a petition requesting an
exam nation of the rates charged by MCI WORLDCOM to the famlies
of callers incarcerated in DOC facilities. |Its petition stated
that Virginia CURE is a non-profit nenbership organi zati on whose
maj or purpose is to pronote famly and community ties during
incarceration. W permtted Virginia CURE to join as a party to
this proceeding by our Order of Septenber 26, 2000. W also
perm tted other persons who place or receive and pay for
intrastate calls on the Inmate Tel ephone Systemto becone
parties to this proceeding. |In addition, Janes R Kibler Jr.,
Esquire, filed an appearance in this matter as Special Counsel
for the D vision of Consuner Counsel, Ofice of Attorney
General .

MCI WORLDCOM and DOC suppl enented their initial responses
wi th additional responsive pleadings on May 10, 2000, wherein

they renewed their assertion that § 56-234 of the Code of



Virginia divests the Comm ssion of jurisdiction to regulate
t el ephone rates charged pursuant to the Inmate Tel ephone System*
Qur Order of Septenber 26, 2000, responded in detail to M
WORLDCOM s and DOC s suppl enental responsive pl eadi ngs. W
expl ai ned that 8 56-234 does not divest the Conmm ssion of
jurisdiction over this matter, noting that the service at
guestion here is not rendered to the state governnent. M
WORLDCOM i tsel f treats those persons who receive and pay for the
collect calls placed fromDOC facilities as its custoners.
MCI WORLDCOM al so asserted in its supplenental responsive
pl eading that 8§ 56-481.1 of the Code of Virginia governs rates
for intrastate interexchange service rather than Chapter 10 of

Title 56 of the Code.®> We recognized in our Septenber 26, 2000,

4 Section 56-234, in relevant part, states:

It shall be the duty of every public utility to
furni sh reasonably adequate service and facilities at
reasonabl e and just rates to any person, firmor
corporation along its |lines desiring sane. |t shal
be their duty to charge uniformy therefor al
persons, corporations or nunicipal corporations using
such service under like conditions. . . . But
not hi ng herein contained shall be construed as
applicable to schedules of rates, or contracts for
service rendered by any tel ephone conpany to the
state governnent, or by any other public utility to
any munici pal corporation or to the state or federa
gover nment .

5 Section 56-481.1 states:

I f under Chapter 10.1 of this title a certificate of
publ i ¢ conveni ence and necessity is issued to a

t el ephone conpany to provide interexchange service,
the Commission may, if it determ nes that such
service will be provided on a conpetitive basis,

4



Order that the rates of interexchange carriers in Virginia,
including MCI WORLDCOM are not now established by traditiona
rate base, rate of return regulation but are instead provided by
the carriers "on a conpetitive basis" pursuant to § 56-481.1.°
We further recognized that the rates MCI WORLDCOM char ges for
service provided under the Inmate Tel ephone Systemare in |ine
with the rates the Conpany (and ot her interexchange carriers)
charges for collect call service to the general public.

We expl ai ned, however, that while we have elected to permt
MCI WORLDCOM and ot her interexchange carriers to have the
conpetitive marketplace determ ne rates and charges for their
servi ces, we have al so nmintained regul atory oversight over the
activities of all interexchange carriers and retained the

authority to reinpose traditional regulatory requirenments on any

approve rates, charges, and regulations as it may
deem appropriate for the tel ephone conpany furnishing
the conpetitive service, provided such rates,

charges, and regul ations are nondi scrinminatory and in
the public interest. |In making such determ nation
the Commi ssion may consider (i) the nunber of
conpani es providing the service; (ii) the geographic
availability of the service from other conpanies;
(iii) the quality of service available from other
conpani es; and (iv) any other factors the Comm ssion
considers relevant to the public interest.

6 See Applications of MCl Tel econmunications Corp. of Va., et al., For
Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity to Provide Inter-LATA

I nt er - exchange Tel ecomruni cations Service and to Have Rates Established on
Conpetitive Factors, Case Nos. PUCB40022, et al., Final Order and Opinion,
1984 SCC Ann. Rep't 333, aff'd sub nom GTE Sprint Comrunications Corp. of
Va. v. AT&T Conmuni cations of Va., et al. 230 Va. 295 (1985).




carrier in the event the conpetitive nmarketpl ace does not
function properly.’

We concl uded that the conplaints presented a factua
guestion as to whether the intrastate interexchange
t el ecommuni cati ons service under the Inmate Tel ephone Systemis
bei ng provided on a conpetitive basis and, if so, whether the
rates charged for such service are nondiscrimnatory and in the
public interest as required by 8 56-481.1. W scheduled a
hearing for taking evidence on this issue, as well as the issue
of whether MCI WORLDCOM had charged rates inconsistent with its
filed tariff, and, if so, what action should be taken.?

This matter was heard before the Conm ssion on February 14
and 15, 2001. M. Jones appeared pro se. FEric M Page,
Esquire, and Vishwa B. Link, Esquire, appeared on behal f of M

WORLDCOM and JoAnne L. Nolte, Esquire, and Mark R Davis,

71d. at 344, 350.

8 Conpl ai nant alleged that the rates MCI WORLDCOM charges for service pursuant
to the ITS do not conport with the Conpany's rate schedule for its Maximm
Security Collect calls classification on file with the Conm ssion. (M
WORLDCOM Cormmuni cations of Virginia, Inc., Va. SCC Tariff No. 2, § 3.0233
(fornmerly MCI Tel ecomrunications Corp. of Virginia, Inc., Va. SCC Tariff No.
3)). On Septenber 1, 2000, MCI WORLDCOM filed a proposed replacenment Maxi num
Security Collect tariff acconpanied with a notion to accept the filing and to
wai ve the public notice requirenents of the Conm ssion's Rules Governing the
Certification of Interexchange Carriers (20 VAC 5-400-60(L)). In the notion,
the Conpany explains that the rates, terns, and conditions in the proposed
tariff took effect on January 1, 1999, in accordance with the ternms of a
contract with DOC.

We deferred ruling on MCI WORLDCOM s Septenber 1, 2000, notion until
resolution of the issues in this case. W will enter an order on the



Esquire, appeared on behalf of DOC. C Meade Browder, Jr.,
Esquire, appeared for the Staff of the Conm ssion. Anthony
Ganbardel | a, Esquire, appeared for Virginia CURE, and Robert W
Partin, Esquire, appeared for M. Kibler as the Special Consuner
Counsel .

The Conmmi ssion received into evidence the prefiled
testimony of M. Jones, the other parties, and the Staff. In
addition, M. Jones called as a witness M. Craig M Burns of
the Joint Legislative Audit Revi ew Comm ssion.

Virginia CURE filed testinony of Mark E. Evans, Barbara M
Wtherow, Jean WIlians Auldridge, and Kelly H Evans. Dr.

M chael J. Ileo subnmtted testinony for the Special Consuner
Counsel. M. David C. Parcell adopted Dr. Ileo' s testinony at
the hearing. M. Kathleen A. Cumm ngs testified for the Staff.
M. Edward C. Morris and M. John M Jabe testified for the DOCC.
MCI WORLDCOM of fered the testinony of M. lan Hi cks and Ms.
Sandra Chandl er.

On April 17, 2001, the parties and the Staff filed briefs
on the follow ng issues identified by the Conm ssion at the
cl ose of the hearing:

(1) Whether the intrastate interexchange

t el ecomruni cati ons service furnished by MCI WORLDCOM t o

Conpany's tariff filing in a separate docket, Case No. PUC000237, and will
conduct further proceedings in that docket.



consuners under the ITS is provided on a conpetitive basis and,
if so, whether the rates charged for such service are non-
discrimnatory and in the public interest as required by Va.
Code 8§ 56-481.1

(2) Wat action should be taken in view of M WORLDCOM
havi ng charged rates under the ITS inconsistent with its Maxi mum
Security Collect tariff on file with the Conm ssion; and

(3) Whether 8§ 56-481.1 of the Code of Virginia permts
sonme interexchange services of a carrier to be provided on a
conpetitive basis while other such services provided by the sane
carrier could be considered not conpetitive, i.e., whether § 56-

481.1 requires an "all or nothing" approach to conpetitive
pricing of interexchange services.

The Conmission also invited further argunent on the
question of whether 8 56-234 of the Code of Virginia divests it
of jurisdictionin this matter.

NOW THE COWM SSI ON, upon consi deration of the evidence and
t he pl eadi ngs received herein and the applicable law, is of the
opinion and finds that the intrastate interexchange service
furni shed by MCI WORLDCOM to consuners under the ITS i s not
provi ded on a conpetitive basis in accordance with 8 56-481.1 of
the Code of Virginia;, that MC WRLDCOM nust perform an

accounting of all ITS charges that have been billed at rates

inconsistent with its tariffs on file with the Comm ssion; and



that 8 56-481.1 pernmits the Conmi ssion to re-inpose rate
regul ati on on any interexchange tel econmuni cations service found
not to be provided on a conpetitive basis.
l.

We first note that we have considered MCI WORLDCOM s and
DOC s additional arguments that 8§ 56-234 precludes the
Comm ssion from exercising jurisdiction over the rates charged
custoners under the ITS. These parties assert that we have no
jurisdiction over a contract between M WORLDCOM and DOC, a
state agency. They contend that this matter is governed by

Commonweal th v. Virginia Elec. and Power Co. ("VEPCO'), 214 Va.

457 (1974). In that case, the Suprene Court held the Conm ssion
| acked jurisdiction over rates charged certain gover nnent
entities for purposes such as lighting streets and public
bui | di ngs.

In their briefs, M WRLDCOM and DOC equate a
muni ci pality's citizens as "users" of street lights in the VEPCO
case wWith the "users" of the ITS. W do not find this argunent
convincing. Unlike the citizen "users" of street lights, the
evidence in this case denonstrates that users of MC WORLDCOM s
collect call services offered through the ITS are a discrete set
of consuners who have namde arrangenents with MCI WORLDCOM t o
receive service directly fromthe Conpany. The Court in VEPCO

noted it had previously stated "that the SCC 'is given no



jurisdiction . . . over rates charged the nunicipalities
t hensel ves for electric current.'"® It is clear fromthe
evidence in this case that the DOC is not itself charged for the
| TS service. It is the people receiving collect calls placed by
i nmat es who are charged by MCI WORLDCOM for the
t el econmuni cati ons services they use. For these reasons, and
for those stated previously in our Order of Septenber 26, 2000,
we do not find that 8 56-234 pernmits the Conm ssion to abstain
from adj udi cating the specific issues we have identified
relative to the tel ecommunications service furni shed by M
WORLDCOM under the |ITS.

1.

MCI WORLDCOM and the DOC both point to the fact that DOC
conpetitively bids the ITS contract as evidence of the
intrastate interexchange tel ecomruni cati ons services under ITS
bei ng provided on a conpetitive basis.® M. Hicks testified
that MCI WORLDCOM s | TS contract with DOC is a package of
services including attendant security features to neet the

uni que needs and requirements of DOC.''! DOC used eight criteria

9 214 Va. at 462 (quoting Virginia-Wstern Power Co. v. City of difton Forge,
125 Va. 469, 478 (1919) (omi ssion in original, enphasis added)).

10 Ex. IH16 at 6-7; Ex. ECM1 at 4-9.

1 Ex. IH16 at 3.
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to evaluate carriers' bids on the ITS contract. One criterion
was the proposed rates and surcharges for the collect call.?!?
We recogni ze that DOCis vitally interested in the array of
servi ces enconpassed by the I TS contract that provide necessary
security features. The only conponent of the ITS at issue in
this proceeding (and indeed within this Comm ssion's
jurisdiction) is the collect call intrastate interexchange
t el econmuni cati ons service offered to consuners using the ITS,
and it is this elenment of the ITS that nust be provided on a
conpetitive basis in conformty with § 56-481.1 of the Code.
The evidence presents |little doubt that DOC s bi ddi ng
process does not result in the tel ecommunications service being
"provided on a conpetitive basis" under any reasonable
interpretation of that termin 8 56-481.1. Indeed, to our
di smay, the evidence at the hearing reveal ed DOC s bi ddi ng
process resulted in rates to consuners higher than they
ot herwi se woul d have been. DOC disclosed that it rejected a bid
proposal from M WORLDCOM for collect call surcharge rates
substantially below the "consuner” rates charged the public for
conparabl e service. DOC Wtness Mixris offered this
expl anat i on:

M. Morris: During -- in the 1999 contract,
t he selection of this vendor was

12 1d. at 5-6.

11



done by a panel conposed of a
nunber of people representing
several agencies, including the
Department of Information

technol ogy. The rol e played by

t he Departnment of Information
Technol ogy was to review the
rates, the surcharge and the

conmm ssi on and advi se the [DOC] as
to that part of the negotiations,
whi ch they did, and their
reconmendati on and the one we
adopted was that we woul d accept

t he consunmer rate for these calls.

MClI actually proposed a
di scounted rate, and that was
rej ect ed.

MCl submitted what they were
charging their consuners. That
was what we consi der ed.

It was di scussed with nenbers
of the Adm nistration, and it was
not felt that it was in the public
interest to offer rates to i nmates
| ess than what the public would

pay.

Commi ssi oner Moore: You turned down the
di scounted rate?

M. Mrris: Yes. 13

3 Tr. at 67, 69-70. The record was |left open to receive from MCI WORLDCOM a
copy of its rate proposal that was rejected by DOC. This docunent reveals
that the Conpany proposed an Interlata/lntrastate Surcharge of 44% 1| ess than
the consuner rate with a 29% comm ssion to DOC, and an Interlata/lntrastate
Surcharge of 77% | ess than the consuner rate with a 24% comni ssion to DOC.
(The per mnute rate was to equal the consuner rate.) M WORLDCOM al so

12



M. Mrris contended that DOC s refusal of MC WORLDCOM s
| oner rate proposal was unrelated to the reduced comm ssion
payment associated with |ower rates.*

Regardl ess of any public policy considerations that
resulted in DOC rejecting a | ower rate proposal from M
WORLDCOM ° t he biddi ng process enpl oyed by DOC is clearly not
"conpetitive" as to rates fromthe standpoint of the consuner.?!®
W therefore find that intrastate interexchange
t el econmuni cati ons services furnished by MCI WORLDCOM t o

consuners under the ITS are not provided on a conpetitive basis

of fered the consumer rate for all rates and surcharges with a 36% conmi ssi on
to DOC. (S.C. C. Docunent Control Ctr. No. 010220256 (filed Feb. 28, 2001).

¥4 Tr., at 76. The evidence reveals that MCI WORLDCOM pays to the DOC a
percentage, presently 40% of the Conpany's billable gross revenues fromthe
| TS collect call service. This practice of paying comissions to the owner
of facilities where phones are located is not atypical in the provisioning of
pay tel ephone services.

I M. Mrris noted that it was not felt that it was in the public interest to
offer rates to inmates | ess than what the public would pay. W noted at the
hearing that it is typically not the i nmates thensel ves but rather the non-

i nmat e nenbers of the public that receive the collect calls who are actually
bei ng charged for the service. Tr. at 69-70.

6 We are well aware of our precedent, affirmed by the Supreme Court, that the
mere threat of conpetition is sufficient to permt interexchange carriers to
provide their services on a conpetitive basis pursuant to 8§ 56-481.1. See
note 6, supra. This standard does not help MCI WORLDCOM and DOC. Wile we
can accept that the ITS service nust be provided by a single carrier for
security reasons, we cannot ignore the evidence that denonstrates no true
threat of price conpetition exists under the bidding process enployed by DOC

Furthernore, inmate calls fromDOC facilities can only be conpleted via
the present ITS arrangenent. Conpetitive alternatives such as alternate
operator services, credit card, or calling card services provide no
conpetitive alternative, and therefore conpetitive pressure on the pricing of
t he service

13



pursuant to 8 56-481.1. Because we find the service is not
provided on a conpetitive basis, we need not determ ne under
8§ 56-481.1 whether the rates charged for this service are
nondi scrim natory and in the public interest.
(I

The second issue is not contested. MC WORLDCOM
acknow edges that during the period January 1, 1999, through
August 31, 2000, the intrastate interexchange rates charged its
custoners using the ITS did not conport with its tariff on file
with the Commission.'” Because we have found that the service at
issue is not exenpt fromour jurisdiction, and thus it nust be
provi ded pursuant to a Comm ssion tariff, we are afforded little
discretion in resolving this issue. A public utility may charge
custoners only the rates specified in the conpany's tariffs.
Deviating fromfiled tariffs is prohibited.'® W will accept,
for purposes of mitigating the Conpany's potential liability,
MCI WORLDCOM s " Maxi mum Security Tariff" filed Septenber 1,
2000, with the Conpany's Motion to Accept Tariff Filing.?® we
wi |l docket this in Case No. PUC000237 by separate order of the

Conm ssi on.

7 Ex. SC-18 at 1.

8 See C & P Tel. Co. of Va. v. Bles, 218 Va. 1010, 1013-14 (1978); Va. Code
§ 56-234.

19 3. C.C. Docunment Control No. 000910006.
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As there is no evidence MCIl WORLDCOM wi | | fully viol ated the
law in failing to have proper tariffs on file, we will not take
puni tive nmeasures agai nst the Conpany. However, M WORLDCOM
shal | performan accounting of its charges to custoners
receiving its Maxi mum Security collect call service during the
January 1, 1999, to August 31, 2000, period, and the Conpany
shall file wth the Comm ssion the results of said accounting
wi thin 90 days of our Order docketing Case No. PUC000237. The
Commi ssion will consider this matter further, including possible
refunds, in that docket.

I V.

MCI WORLDCOM and the DOC contend in their briefs that the
Conmpany's Maxi mum Security Collect call service provided through
| TS cannot be singled out and judged whether it is being
provi ded on a conpetitive basis. MI WORLDCOM states that the
Commi ssi on has never conducted such an anal ysis before when
awarding certificates pursuant to § 56-481.1. The DOC notes
that the | anguage of the statute does not require that each
conponent of interexchange service be reviewed individually to
determ ne whether the service is conpetitive.

The Staff's brief, on the other hand, notes that 8§ 56-481.1
does give the Commi ssion flexibility in that the statute permts
t he Conmi ssion to "approve rates, charges, and regulations as it

may deem appropriate” and requires the Conmm ssion to consider

15



the public interest. The DOC is correct that the statute does
not require that each conponent of interexchange service be
reviewed individually to determ ne whether the service is
conpetitive prior to the issuance of a certificate. The statute
does not prevent us, however, from undertaking such a review,
and we believe the public interest requirenment of 8§ 56-481.1
permts, if not obligates, us to do so upon a valid conplaint
that a service provided pursuant to the statute is not, in fact,
provi ded on a conpetitive basis. W agree with the view
expressed in the Staff brief that it would be illogical to
assune that the General Assenbly left the Comm ssion with no
recourse but to stand by and allow a nonconpetitive service to
continue or, alternatively, to revoke conpetitive pricing for
all other interexchange services due to a single unconpetitive
servi ce.

Section 56-481.1 does not irrevocably extinguish Chapter 10
ratemaki ng for interexchange carriers. The evidence
denonstrates that M WORLDCOM s intrastate interexchange
service under I TS is unrestrained by conpetition. W cannot
refrain fromre-inposing traditional regulatory ratenaki ng when
the conpetitive marketplace cannot function as an effective
regulator on rates in conflict wiwth the public interest. W

will direct MCI WORLDCOM to file just and reasonabl e rates under

16



Chapter 10 of Title 56 for its non-conpetitive Maxi mum Security
Col l ect call service.
V.

Because we find that the intrastate interexchange coll ect
call service provided by MCI WORLDCOM under the DOC | nmat e
Tel ephone Systemis not provided on a conpetitive basis
consistent with 8 56-481.1, we nust inpose traditional
rat emaki ng procedures for this interexchange servi ce.

Contrary to assertions by these parties, the Comm ssion
does not seek to exert jurisdiction "over the contract"” between
DOC and MCI WORLDCOM  We recogni ze that the Inmate Tel ephone
System consi sts of a panoply of services provided by M
WORLDCOM to the DOC, including inportant security features
protecting the general welfare of the public. Qur interest in
this matter extends only to the intrastate tel ecommuni cations
service provided to the public pursuant to that contract. The
rates for this service are within this Comm ssion's jurisdiction
and are indeed not found anywhere within the DOC/ MCI WORLDCOM
contract itself.

We commend the DOC for devising a system of uniformaccess
to tel ecomuni cations services for its inmte popul ati on at
apparently no cost to Virginia taxpayers, and we assert no
authority over the operational features of the ITS as

adm ni stered by DOC
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The rates and charges for MCI WORLDCOM s Maxi mum
Security Collect call intrastate interexchange
t el econmuni cati ons service are hereby nade interimand subject
to refund as of the date of this Order.

(2) On or before January 7, 2002, MCI WORLDCOM shall file
with the Conm ssion, in Case No. PUC000237, rates and charges
for its Maxi mum Security Collect call intrastate interexchange
t el ecommuni cations service, with cost and other supporting
docunent ati on, based on the ratenaking provisions of Chapter 10
of Title 56 of the Code of Virginia.

(3) MI WORLDCOM s Septenber 1, 2000, tariff filing for
its Maximum Security Collect call service will be docketed by
separate Order in Case No. PUC000237 for further proceedings
consistent with the findings in this Order, including addressing
t he possible refunds of charges in excess of the tariff.

(4) There being nothing further to conme before the
Commi ssion in this docket, this matter is dism ssed and the
papers filed herein shall be placed in the Coormission's file for

ended causes.
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